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LEASES MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY CURRENT TOPICS. 


Aso clanses, cottled by C 1. can be obtained on application to ad brought before them the subject of the indemnification of 
LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND | bail. The subject will probably be discussed soon at the Central 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, Criminal Court, but of. cvurse it is not intended to alinde 
© 24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. specifically to any case still sub judice. Now it is well estab- 
ages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without | lished that a defendant who is committed for trial on bail is 
apecial valuation and at low rates. —— to the custody = his as pig Lapa y answer- 
able for his appearance stand his trial, and if they have 
AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE | reason to ommak that he intends to abscond, they es fasrent 
SOCIETY. him and take him before a magistrate, who will commit him to 
- rison, or, perhaps, require him to find other or increased bail. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. granting bail it is for the ay meme to consider whether 
the proposed sureties are quite in dent or whether th 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. have bien indemaified by the dtdenlont er any other me. 
Of course, if they have indemnified they should not be 
FREE oe for then a man with sufficient command of money 
SIMPLE could leave the country and avoid his trial with impunity. 
4 Indemnification, moreover, is certainly illegal. In Herman v. 
Jeuchner (83 W. R. 606, 15 Q. B. D. 561) the defendant became 
surety for the good behaviour of the plaintiff on condition that 
the Y amy deposited with him the amount of money for 
which he was liable in case the plaintiff made default. 
The plaintiff then brought an action to recover the sum 
deposited. It was, however, held by the Court of Appeal 
that the contract was illegal and that no action lay to 
recover the sum which had been deposited. Brerr, M.R., said: 
“When a man is ordered to find bail, and a surety becomes 
AND responsible for him, the surety is bound at his peril to see that 
SECURE. his principal obeys the order of the court—at least, this is the 
Seo eo ee rule in the criminal law ; but if money to the amount for which 
New Business - I,000,000, BUSINESS IN ForcE- £11 Naam the surety is bound nid deposited with him as an indemnity 
| a, against any loss which he may sustain by reason of his 























TRUSTERS. principal’s conduct, the surety has no interest in taking care 
q The Right ‘Hon. Lord Hatsnvny (Lord High Chancellor of England). that the condition of the recognizance is performed. ere- 
, The Right Hon. Sir Jauas Pasxea Draxz, Q.C., D.C.L, fore, the contract between the plaintiff and the defendan 
epee Wrasse, 1 is tainted with illegality.” The agreement to indemnify being 
e  pmporors. therefore illegal, it is necessary to consider the nature of the 
pis Honour Judge. Mathew, The Hon. Mr. Justice. object of the agreement. It is clear that the object is to defeat 
h : Bien Hon. Sir James Parker, Malle: The Right 3 ag = = W., 2c, the ends of J ustice. ° Hence the agreement amounts toa criminal 
: 1 >" | conspiracy,.and an indictment lies for the conspiracy against the 
ee ne a. Be. Yo bail and the accused. It does not appear that such an indict- 
Belt ion i atts 0 . ‘ ment has ever in fact been found or tried, but it seems clear 
RH Chetek nea QC. wm’ Hen that it will lie. Anyhow, the indemnification of bail is most 
er ary Tweedie, R. W.. Bag. mischievous and should be put down with a strong hand. It 
Man, Henry Chauncy, Esq. Villiame, Williaa Bq. will be of great advantage if the publicity of a trial brings to 
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notice the fact, of which many 


ms are no doubt ignorant 
that it is dangerous to rear ed se : 


on such terms. 





AN INTERESTING question as to the right of an arbitrator to 
recover remuneration for his services was raised in Zuckett v. 
Tale of Thanet, §c., Co., decided by Jztr, J., at the end of last 
sittings. The arbitration related to the compensation to be paid 
by the defendant company for the taking of certain lands under 
the Lands Clauses-Acts. The plaintiff held the arbitration and 
made his award, but it was not taken up by either party, the 
company having (after the arbitration) agreed with the land- 
owner to purchase at a stated price and to bear the 

of the arbitration. There was no express agreement 
between the company and the plaintiff as to the payment 
of the latter’s fees, and the defence raised was that, in the 
absence of an express y= ne no action would lie. COon- 
siderable authority for this proposition is to be found in the 
older reports; thus in Virany v. Warne (1801, 4 Esp. 46) Lord 
Kenyon nonsuited the plaintiff, the executrix of the arbitrator, 
saying that she “ was not entitled to recover anything, unless 
she could prove an express promise.” This strict view 
appears to have been gradually modified by the courts 
as arbitrations became more prevalent; thus, fifty years 
later, Parxz, B., in Re Coombs (4 Ex. 841), said that 
an arbitrator “no doubt has a lien upon the award for 
his services, or perhaps he might maintain an action for work 
or labour.” In 1887 A. L. -Smrru, J., reviewed the aboveand 
other cases in Crampton v. Ridley (20 Q. B. D. 48); in the case 
before him (a case of an arbitration in a mercantile dispute) he 
held that there was ample evidence of an express promise to pay, 
but he ventured the opinion that ‘if the point now in hand ever 
comes to be decided by a court of review, if that be necessary, 
it will be held, and I believe the law to be, that upon 
an arbitration such as we are now dealing with, 
there’ is an implied promise by the parties appointing 
the arbitrators and umpire jointly to pay them for their services.” 
It is to be observed that these remarks were obiter only, although 
made after a consideration of the earlier authorities ; but the 
Views 80 @ by A. L. Surrn, J., have been adopted by 
Lawrancr, J., in Willis v. Wakeley (7 Times L. R, 604), and by 
Jur, J., in Tuckett v. Isle of Thanet Co. These authorities cannot 
be said to be conclusive on eae but it is not probable that 
they would be set aside should the question come beforé the 
Court of Appeal. An arbitrator ought to have a right of action 
founded on an implied promise to pay him for his services, and 
ought not to be left to the very inadequate remedy of his lien 
on the award which may never be taken up. 





Tue question whether a particular mercantile document is 
negotiable, so that the legal right to the property secured by it 
passes by its delivery, is always of interest to the large class of 

who make what are called “ produce loans,” or loans on 

the security of imported by English merchants. The 
case of Gi on & Co. ¥v. Anderson §& Coliman (Limited), W. L. 
Chadwiek § Co., and Parr’s Bank (Limited), recently tried before 
Mr. Justice Wiis at the Liverpool Assizes, turnéd on the 
nature of delivery orders and on the question whether by 
custom or usage had in the particular case assumed the 
character of negotiable instruments. Bankers and commercial 
men are often requested to make advances on the security of 
merchandize, and though it has always been objected that 
mercantile commodities are not liquid assete—that is to say, 
that they are not readily convertible into money—and therefore 
are am unsuitable security for a banker, yet these advances 
are constantly made, for the banker has a difficulty in re- 
jecting such applications when they are made by customers 
who have current accounts with him. In the case of persons 
other than bankers, there is likely to be less caution on the 
ee ny coat hae wir ey iat iy ade by '« Dee. 
delivery order for goods authorizes the holder or indorsee 
receive certain goods standing to the order, aid in the 
name, of the issuer ata specified warehouse or place. There 
some resemblance between a delivery order and a cheque; 





ees of certain cases of tinkaj 
salmon to arrive at Liverpool, and a had sold this salmon 
the defendants Onapwick & Oo. The vessel by which thy 
salmon was conveyed met with bad weather and some three 


& Oorrman, were the consi 










: 






cent. of her cargo was jettisoned, but in April, 1901, she arrived | 
in Liverpool. It then appeared that the bills of lading hag — surdan 
been pledged with the defendants, Parr’s Bank. These bills of fm the ordi 


4 


lading described the salmon by certain marks on the caseg of 


which no mention was made in the contraét of sale, which haj J gs, 

been made before the goods were shipped. By mistake, thy jm sperent 
bills of lading represented 1,000 cases marked O.B.C. to hay  a#e22 9’ 
been shipped, whereas only 500 C.B.O. were in fact shipped, ani J mgotiati 
vice versd 500 less B.O. to have been shipped than were in fag jm ius blanl 
shipped. The defendants Anerson & Ootrman, the vendon jm 3. would 
of the salmon, issued to the defendants Cxapwiox & Oo., thy ia his ov 


5 


purchasers, a delivery order (on which the case turned) addressed 
to the master porter of the vessel: ‘ Please to deliver to Messrs, 
Onapwicok & Oo. the undermentioned goods.” Then followsi 
the marks copied from the bills of lading. As the goods wen 
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geg* 
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practicall my yr tye ‘order for money. In 
case before Wns, » the sieaal defendants, yo on 


pledged at the defendants’ bank, their authority to the masta. —§ mbhority 
ter to deliver was necessary, and was given by the name of tion it ha 
the bank being stamped across the face of the delivery order, eeenliy : 
a payee 0 
tenth 
Tue venpEss, the defendants Caapwick & Co., having ob jy eT 
tained this delivery order, endorsed it to the plaintiffs in oo. fo anothe: 
sideration of a loan of £2,450. With the money thus borrowed, jm @negotia 
Onapwiok & Oo. paid part of the price to the vendors, and th A bill is 
goods were discharged, when the deficiency or “‘shortage” in the from one 
uantities specified in the bill of lading was discovered. This the ; 
Leaseow was adjusted between the vendors and vendees unde @ Y# & . 
a provision in the contract by which in the event of total low tion, and } 
the contract was to be pro tanto cancelled. Cxnapwick & i, 
the vendees and borrowers from the plaintiffs, being in insolvent 
circumstances, the plaintiffs brought this action on the delivery @ A pxors1 
order to recover the amount of the deficiency in the goods, their & sittings by 
advance being to this extent unsecured. They argued that the » 
delivery order was, as against Anpgrson & Ooirman, who hai & tothe righ 
issued it, a representation that the goods enumerated in it won i bailed. It 
in the master porter’s hands to their order, and that this % baile to « 
representation enured for the benefit of anyone into whow ™ tailor, an 
hands the order might come; and, secondly, that by the usag i deision of 
of trade (of which they adduced evidence) a delivery order wu (aridge v. 
in effect a negotiable instrument, passing by indorsement fron Thepoint fc 
hand to hand, and giving a right of action by the plaintiffs, tui% byChief J 
indorsees, against Anpzrson & Cottman, the makers aij describes as 
indorsers, and Parr’s Bank, the second indorsers. The learns ted t. 
judge, in a carefully-written judgment, expressed his opinim from 
that no right of action, except as between the immediate person 
transferor and the plaintiffs, attached to the document. Th not on ti 
delivery order in question bore no analogy to a delivery ori] ms answer 
issued by a wharfinger or warehouseman. It bore no authent % agument, } 
cation by the master porter or other person who held ti tatthe ba 
goods, and though evidence was given of occasional instanos lailor (Holr 
of advances upon delivery orders without verification or attom- (i ballor obtait 
ment by warehouse keeper or master porter, yet no insta#g Mn that, w! 
was given of a claim by the indotsee of such a delivery ori he ground < 
arising out of shortage against anybody but his immodisill lecould not 
transferor. Other points were dealt with, to which it ij Math Stafo 
unnecessary to refer, but we think it sufficiently appears tli lability to 
the decision will be considered with interest by the commeraey Mjury to ¢ 
world. None « “ 
a 
A very interesting discussion of the meaning of section 200g net a 
the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, is contained in the judguaig Pamsion o 
of the Divisional Oourt (Lord Atvensrowz, O.J., and Dnumg oy _s 
and OnanneLt, JJ.), delivered by Onannett, J., in Hurdman be he 
Wheeler (ante, p. 139). The section*provides for the | — b \, 
of delivery of a signature on blank stamped paper, and Hy." As 
enacted by sub-section 1 that the delivery shall operate ah y ).'P0> t 
prima facie oniote to fill up the paper as a come * io penee 
for any anfount the stamp will cover. Then sub — vy 
2 declares that, for the bill to be enforceable " — 
the person signing, it must be filled up within a re iManot bring 
time, “and y in accordance with the alti "ng 
| given.” This, however, is immediately followed by "yy inte (14 
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t “if such instrument after comp. is | title w. he can assert all the world except the true 
‘e : ti oe a holder in due course it shall be 4 d and | owner. The Winkfeld is bod boon held by Six Faawcrs EUNE 
a ioe all, purposes in hie hands, and he may enforce it as ew R. 685), on the authority of Claridge’s case, that the 
ried ifithad been filled up within a reasonable time and strictly in | Postmaster-General had no action for injuries to letters and 
parcels in his custody, since he was under no liability to the 





yeordance with the authority given.” Thus before negotiation 
the ordinary common law rule applies, and if the Dill has been 





Dills of AOR. at ? 4 

ted in violation of the authority given by the person 
e ox it does not bind him; but after negotiation the 
ke, thy q spparent authority conferred by his signature estops him. The 
have fg ein question turned upon the point whether there had been 
d, ani  mgotiation of the bill. A., who wanted to borrow £15, gave 
in fact @ tis blank signature, stamped up to £75, to B., expecting that 
endor jg 3 would fill up the paper as & promissory note for that amount 
.. the | ia his own favour and then use it to borrow the money from 
ireasd 0, In fact B. filled it up for £80 in favour of C., who 
f eaten ye in exchange for it his cheque for £25, and the 
lowed was misappropriated by B., who shortly afterdied. (. then 
is wer @ sued A. on the note, but since it had been filled up against A.’s 


authority, he could only succeed by shewing that after comple- 
fin it had been ‘‘ negotiated to a holder in due course.” The 








—_ ifficulty was that OC. was himself the payee, and assuming that 
apayee may be a holder in due course—a point not altogether 
dear—there had been no negotiation of the note in the ona ary 

ng ob. fy e- This requires that it shall have passed from one holder 

in con i © another. And, as the court decided, such transfer is essential 

oll tonegotiation for the purposes of the Bills of Exchange Act. 

nd th @ /4 Dill is negotiated,” says section 31, ‘‘ when it is transferred 

” in the from one person to another in such a manner as to constitute 

This the transferee the holder of the bill.” In the present case C. 

s unde yan original party to the note and did not take it by negotia- 

al lou, fin, and he had consequently to bear the loss caused by B.’s 

& Oo, jy and. 

180lvent 

Lolivery A pgcision of great interest was given at the close of the last 

ls, their #% sittings by the Court of Appeal (Cottms, M.R., and Srreuine and 

hat the @ Marsew, L.JJ.)in Zhe Winkfield (reported elsewhere), with respect 

‘ho hai tothe right of a bailee to sue for a tort in respect of the thing 

it won ™ tailed. It has sometimes been supposed that the right of a| 8° 
vat this tailee to sue is based upon his liability to be sued by the 

» whow #% tailor, and expression was given to this view in the 






deision of the Divisional Court (Hawxms and Wits, JJ.) in 
Claridge v. South Staffordshire Tramway Co. (1892, 1 Q. B. 422). 
thepoint formsthe subject of an interesting historical disquisition 
lyChief Justice Hotmes in what the Master of the Rolls well 
describes as his admirable lectures on the common law. It is there 
ested that in early procedure when chattels were wrongfully 
from a bailee, the bailee, as being in possession, was the 

al person who could sué. The action was founded on possession 
noton title. And since the bailee had the right of action he 
ms answerable to the bailor for what he might recover. This 
ugument, however, seems to have got inverted, and it was said 
the bailee could sue because he was answerable to the 












huilor (Holmes’ Common Law, p. 170), though subsequently the 
tailor obtained the right to ache w It al a Aeon 
ign that, where the bailee was under no liability to the bailor, 
he ground of his own action was gone, and hence in such a case 
lpeould not sue the wrongdoer. Accordingly, in Claridge v. 
Sth Staffordshire Tramway Co. a bailee who was under no 
lability to his bailor was refused a right of action for 
jury to the chattel caused by the negligence of a third 
party. ‘There are many cases, no doubt,” said Wiis, J., 
“where a bailee in possession of a chattel has recovered, 
winst ~a stranger wrongfully taking it out of his 
; eV or destroying it, the full value. This might well 

the case if the bailee was liable over to the bailor, or if no 
me but the bailee were in a position to sue.” But the 
Wmmon law rule, so the Court of Appeal have now held, 
¥ not. based upon this inversion the original rule, 
lit upon the original rule itself. The bailee, by virtue 
possession, has a right to sue the wrongdoer and 
W recover full damages, though, save so far as these 
Mitecont an injury to his own interest in the chattel, he must 
‘Mount for them to the bailor, who, after the bailee has sued, 
Minot bring a further action. This, indeed, is only putting the 
in as good a position as a finder, for ever since Armory v. 
wrie (1 Str. 505) it has been settled law that a finder has a 



















by 









owners. Claridge’s case, however, has now been overruled, and 





the right of the Postmastes-General to sue allowed 

WHERE under a will the same people are constituted both 
executors and trustees, it is frequently a matter of difficulty to 
determine when their functions as executors are by 


their functions as trustees. But since the duties of an executor 


are in general confined to the getting in of the estate and the 
payment of debts and legacies, as soon as money has been 
appropriated for a legacy bequeathed in trust, the executors, 


as regards such money, become trustees: Phillip v. Munnings (2 
My. & CO. 309). In recent case of Re Timmis (ante, p. 122) 
a different period of limitation was applicable in favour of 
persons who were executors and trustees ing to the 
capacity in which they were to be regarded. A testator, who 
died in 1857, bequeathed his residuary mal estate to 
his executors x. Y., and Z. on trust to set aside a sum to produce 
an annuity of £120 a year for his wife, and on her death 
the principal was to go in fourth shares among his 
children, one share to be held for his daughter A. for 
life and then for her children. A sum was set aside to 
meet the annuity, which was enjoyed by the widow till 
her death in 1873. The principal sum was then divided 

the four children, and A.’s share was paid to her absolutely 
instead of being retained in settlement. A. died in 1892 
leaving children, but her share of the fund had disappeared. 
If X., Y., and Z. were still executors in respect of this 
fourth share it seems that a right of action against 
them accrued to A.’s children in 1892, which, under section 
8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874, would only 
be barred in twelve years. The six years which in 
meral bars actions against trustees for breaches of 
trust under section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, only applies in 
the absence of any other limitation. On the other hand if 
the share had ceased to be a legacy, and was simply a sum 
held by trustees, six years from 1892 would be an effectual 
bar, there being no charge of fraud against the trustees, and the 
money not having beenretained by them. Under the circumstances 
Kexewion, J., naturally held that the executors had ceased to 
hold the money assuch and had begun to hold it as trustees 
long before 1892, so that they were protected by the statute. 
It would seem, indeed, that the trasteeship must have arisen as 
soon as the fund was appropriated to answer the aunuity, 
though it was unnecessary to carry the matter so far back. 








“WILFUL DEFAULT” AND PAYMENT OF 
INTEREST. 


Wuen the courts decided that a condition of sale binding a 
purchaser of land to pay interest on the purchase-money from 
the day of completion, unless delay arose from the wilful 
default of the vendor, was to be strictly enforced inst the 
purchaser, it was inevitable that questions should uently 
arise as to what conduct on the of the vendor amounted to 
wilful default, and the reports shew a array of cases on 
the subject. To these now been added the interesting 
decision of Buoxrzy, J., in Bennett v. Stone (ante, p. 151, 50 
W. R. 118). Originally the question of the construction of the 
condition, either in the form just stated, or in a form which 
bound the purchaser to pay interest in case of any delay 
however occasioned, was treated with the literal strict- 
ness which now prevails. It is true that even in 
the latter form it did not allow the vendor wilfully 
to obstruct the sale and then charge interest against the 
purchaser (see Dart’s Vend. and Purch. (6th ed.), p. 720), so that 
ically the two forms of condition were very much the same. 

But subject to this, the burden of délay was thrown + age the 
urchaser. Thus in Zedaile v. Stephenson (1 8. & St. 122) 
ta yment of 





acu, V.O., held that a condition providing for 
interest after a fixed day was binding on the purcbaeer, and he 
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could not avoid it by shewing that the delay was due to the 
vendor. A protest against this construction was made by 
OCorrznnam, L.0., in De Visme v. De Visme (1 Mac. & G. 336), 
where interest was to run from the day fixed for completion ‘‘from 
whatever cause the delay might have arisen.” The delay had in 
fact been caused by the vendor not delivering an abstract at the 

roper time, and the Lord Chancellor held that the parties must 
S taken to have intended that interest should only run from the 
time when a good title had been shewn, or at anyrate that, if 
interest ran in favour of the vendor, there was a corresponding 
right to compensation on account of the delay in favour of the 
purchaser. 

But though, where the abstract is not delivered at the right 
date, the purchaser may be allowed an extension of time for 
completion so as to postpone the date from which interest runs 
(see Sherwin v. Shakspear, 5 D. M. & G. 517, at p. 536), yet Lord 
CorrznHam’s free treatment of the condition has not been 
followed in cases where the delay has arisen from the state of 
the title, and, provided it is not due to the wilful default of the 
vendor, the purchaser will be chargad with interest : Sherwin v. 
Shakspear (supra). Thus in Williams v. Glenton (L. R. 1 Ch. 


200), where interest was to be payable if the completion was 
delayed “from any cause whatever,” and upon asale of a moiety 
of an estate delay was occasioned by the owner of the other 
moiety setting up a claim to the whole, it was held that the 
purchaser must pay interest according to the contract. The mere 
existence of difficulties of title which justify a purchaser in not 
— do not exempt him from the clause relating to 
terest. 


When the clause stipulates for payment of interest if the 
delay in completion arises from any cause other than the 
“wilful default” of the vendor, it emphasises the view that 
wilful default is to be the only ground on which the purchaser 
can escape, and it becomes essential to determine what conduct 
on the of the vendor falls within this expression. A useful 
exposition of the analogous term “wilful misconduct” was 
given by Lord Bramwety in Lewis v. Great Western Railway Co. 
(26 W. R. 255, 3 Q. B. D. 195), where the company were 
exempted from liability except for loss arising ‘“‘from wilful 
misconduct on the part of the company’s servants.” “ ‘ Wilfal 
misconduct,’” said Lord Bramwei., “means misconduct to 
which the will is a party, something opposed to accident or 
negligence ; the misconduct, not the conduct, must be wilful.” 
And an exposition of the term ‘‘ wilful default” was given by 
Bowzn, L.J., in Re Young and Harston’s Contract (34 W. R. 
84, 31 Ch. D. 168, at p. 174). Default, he inted 
out, is a purely relative term, just like negligence. 
“It means nothing more, nothing less, than not 
doing what is reasonable under the circumstances—not doing 
something which you ought to do having regard to the relations 
which you occupy towards the other persons interested in the 
transaction.” And “wilful,” he continued, merely means 
“that the person of whose act or default the expression is 
used is a free agent, and that what has been done arises from 
the spontaneous action of his will. It amounts to nothing more 
than this, that he knows what he is doing, and intends to do 
what he is doing, and is a free agent.” In Re Mayor of London 
poy pied Ng ke i oe oy npr a | JouRNAL 476 ; 1894, 2 Ch. 

Lasvrey, L.J., t it might be necessary to explain this 

by pointing out that the observations of Bowen, LJ +) pre- 

knowledge of what was done and intention to do it, 

He rat gag addressing himself to a case of honest mistake or 
oversigh 

But in dealing with an expression like “ wilful default” 
concrete instances are more informing than abstract definitions. 
In He Young and Harston’s Contract (supra) the delay was 
oceasioned because the vendor went abroad for his autumn 
holiday just before the day fixed for completion. There would 
in any case have been a delay of a fortnight in consequence of 
its being necessary to execution of the conveyance by 

7 ees. It was held that the delay in excess of the fort- 
= due to wilful default, “Where man,” said Sir J. 
, “‘ knowing that some act has to be done by him on 

the particular day, goes away in disregard of that obligation, he 
is gu of default; ing it intentionally, it is wilful 
the terms of a contesct of this kind.” Another example 





——— 
of wilful default is afforded by Re Hetling and Merton's Contras 


Lord | (42 W.R. 19; 1893, 3 Ch. 269). Property was to be sold fg 


from incumbrances. One of the incumbrancers was a 

who had left the country some time previously, but bef, 
going he had executed a general power of attorney, Ty 
vendors relied on this power and produced a conveyany 
executed by the trustee’s attorney, but the purchase 
declined to complete without a conveyance executed 
the trustee himself. It was held that the delay occasions 
by obtaining this execution was due to the wilful defay; 
of the vendors. The decision is a strong one, as it assumy 
that the vendors must have known of the uselessness gf 
the power of attorney for the particular transaction, tho 
this may well have been overlooked. According to the judgment 
of Linvizy, L.J., a vendor is guilty of wilfal default, if 
knows the material facts, and that there are difficulties 4 
overcome which he may not be able to overcome by the day 
fixed for completion. “The vendors here knew all the facts; 
but they hoped that the power of attorney would enable them 
remove the difficulty occasioned by the facts with which 
were fully acquainted. This hope and the mistake they mags 
are not enough to enable the court to hold that there was nm 
wilful default on their part.” The case of Re Wilson an 
Stevens’ Contract (48 W. R. 23; 1894, 3 Ch. 546) was similar, 
A vendor of copyhold property had never been admitted, and hs 
did not procure himself to be admitted until after the time fixed 
for completion. This was clearly a case within the principle 
enunciated by Lord Linpiry, and Norra, J., held that the 
vendor’s conduct amounted to wilful default. 

On the other hand it has been held that there was no wilfil 
default in Re Mayor of London and Tubbs’ Contract (supra), in North 
v. Percival (46 W.R. 552; 1892, 2 Ch. 128), in Re Woods ani 
Lewis’s Contract (46 W. R. 643; 1898, 2 Ch. 211), and in the 
present case of Bennett v. Stone (supra). In the first of thee 
cases property was offered under conditions which implied 
that the whole was held under the same title. Upon delivery 
of the abstract this was seen to be erroneous. Part held under 
a different title was not included and a further abstract had to 
be delivered. Laiyprey and Lorgs, L.JJ. (Kay, L.J., diss.), held 
that, assuming the delay to be due to this circumstance (whic 
was doubtful), there was no wilful default on the part of the 
vendors, ‘The attention of the solicitors had not been called to 
the existence of the two titles, and the error was due to hones 
oversight. There had been a default, but the default was not 
wilful. In North v. Percival the vendor required the purchasers 
to take a greater quantity of land than that mentioned 
in the contract, and on their refusal repudiated the contract 
The purchasers obtained judgment for specific performance, 
but it was held that there had not been wilful default 
by the vendors. Apparently they had acted under a mistake a 
to their rights. In Re Woods and Lewis's Contract the delay was 
caused by a slight technical defect in the title, and here again 
the vendor was held to be entitled to interest. He could only 
have discovered and provided against the objection by 
exceptional diligence, and his omission to do so was not wilful 
default. 

The point in Bennett v. Stone was somewhat different from 
any which had previously arisen. The draft conveyane 
furnished by the purchaser contained words securing to him the 
benefit of certain covenants which existed with respect to the 
land. The vendors inserted words restrictive of the assurance 
of such benefit. The purchaser objected to the alteration, and 
it was ultimately held that the alteration was improper 
and the purchaser obtained judgment for specific per 
formance. But upon the question of interest, Buoxtry, J, 
held that there been no wilful default by the vendors. As 
attempt was made to shew that the cases ip which the vendor 
had succeeded were confined to questions where the delay arosé 
on the title, and that the question of the proper form of the 
conveyance was governed by considerations similar to those 
Re Young and Harston’s Contract and Re Hetling and Merton's Cow 
tract (supra). The difficulty was entirely one created by the 
vendors. Butw hilet his was certainly the case, it was a difficulty 
arising in the course of an honest assertion of right on the 
of the vendors, and -hence they were not chargeable with wi 
default.. The condition, therefore, protects the vendor agains 
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delays arising out of matters of conveyance as well as of title, 
put it does not protect him if he knowingly omits to cure some 
difficulty the removal of which is necessary to enable him to 
make a good title. ! 








THE EFFECT OF: DISCLAIMING A WORD ON 
REGISTRATION OF A TRADE-MARK. 


In the last of his recent lectures on Trade-marks and Trade names, 
Mr. Joun CuTuER, K.C., Professor of Law at King’s College, dealt 
with the effect of disclaiming words on the registration of trade-marks. 
As the subject is one of considerable interest at the present time, 
we reproduce here what Mr. CUTLER said upon the subject : 

I now come to the question of disclaimers, which is of great interest 
and importance in connection with trade names. Let us supposea person 
applies to register a trade-mark, and a part of such trade-mark consists 
of his trade name, which he is unable to register by itself. Now 
unless the trade-mark is a distinctive label, he will have to state on 
registering what are the essential particulars of the trade-mark he 
has applied for, and he will have to disclaim in express terms any 
right to the exclusive use of the added matter, and a copy of the dis- 
dlaimer is entered a the register. Now this di er in the case 
we are supposing will cover the trade name, and the question is, can 
the trader afterwards sue for infringment of his trade name when he 
has thus disclaimed any right to the exclusive use of it? There are 
only four cases, so far as my knowledge goes, in the English courts 
bearing upon these questioner. One may be disregarded now as being 
sréegistration case and not a case of infringement; of the three others 
the best known is the case of Rosenthal v. Reynolds, before Mr. 
Justice NoRTH in 1892 (9 R. P. ©. 189), There the plaintiff had 
registered certain trade-marks on which were the initials 
W. R., and in each case there was a disclaimer covering 
these initials; he sued the defendant for passing off, and what 
he in fact relied on was that these initials were his trade name. 
The defendant was also using initials W. R., and Mr. Justice NorTH 
wip hy = a not “4 his way to —— on behalf of the 

intiff, as for the purpose of securing the benefit of the registration 
he bad expressly pe nae aud told the world that he had no 
monopoly whatever of, the use of these two letters. Under these 
circumstances, said Mr. Justice Nort, ‘‘I decline to make any order 
at present.”” Now, as has often been pointed ont, this was not a final 
decision, but one on an application for an interlocutory injunction. 

In 1898 the point arose in the case of Packham v. Sturgess 
(15 R. P. C. 669), There the plaintiffs had registered a trade-mark 
including ‘‘ Sparkling Lime Wine,” and had disclaimed any right to 
the exclusive use of that term. They brought an action against the 
defendant, who was selling a sparkling lime wine. Mr. Justice NoRTH 
said that the defendant had a right to use a term which the disclaimer 
shewed beyond all question was not a phrase of which the plaintiffs 
could claim the monopoly, but it was clear that the defendant had no 
right {o use it so as to represent that the liquid he was selling was an 
article manufactured by the plaintiffs, and that the only question that 
he (the judge) had to consider was whether that was the effect of 
what the defendant was doing or not, avd he decided that 
it was not. He said the defendant had taken the - name 
Sparkling Lime Wine. If he had done that with the accompani- 
ments which the plaintiffs used with respect to it, it might 
be that the court would have had to grant an injunction, but in hi 
opinion they bad not. On appeal, the Court of Appeal treated the 
case in exactly the same manner, and dismissed the ap) About 
the same time the point arose in the case of Bayer v. Baird (15 R. P. C. 
615), before the Court of Session in Scotland. There the pursuer had, 
on registration of a trade-mark, disclaimed the letters O. B., and was 
suing rival traders, who were using C. B. &Co. The defenders did not 
take the objection arising out of the disclaimer before the Lord Ordinary, 
but on the appeal to the Inner House they did. The Lord President, 
after referring to Rosenthal v. Reynolds, said: ‘‘ Nor do I think that 
the disclaimer to which the defenders refer bears on anything except 
the trade-mark, the limits*of which it defines. I do not think it 
imports a license to rival traders to use the letters ‘CO. B,.’ in such 
manner as to pass off their goods for the pursuer’s goods. The true 
uestion in the present case is whether the defenders are so offering 
t nh a to purchasers that the purchasers are likely to mistake 
them for the goods of the pursuer. The true claim of the pursuer in 
the present action is not to the exclusive use of the letters ‘ C. B.’ on 
corsets, but it is to prevent certain persons—to wit, the defenders—so 
using these letters as to pass off their goods as the pursuer’s. Now 
I do not think that it can fairly be held that it was a condition 
of the grant of the trade-mark of 1891 that under no circumstances 
should the use of the letters ‘C. B.’ be unchallenged by the pursuer.” 
Having previously decided that the general get-up of the 
defenders’ goods was calculated to lead them to be mistaken for the 
Lge goods, the court held that the pursuer was entitled to 


This case at first sight may seem to be in direct conflict with 





Rosenthal v. Reynolds, but in reality it is not so. In Rosenthal v. 
Reynolds the evidence was that the get-up of the defendant’s goods 
was uulike the plaintiff's Of course, on the latter the letters 
W. R. ap and on the former W. R. & Co. The judge in his 
judgment said nothing about similarity or dissimilarity of the get up 
of the goods, but simply decided that the plaintiff, haviog disclaim 

W. R., could not rely on W. R., and nothing more. Bayer v. 
Baird the court, as I have mentioned, held that the get-up of the 
defenders’ goods as a whole was to deceive, and therefore 
that the pursuer was entitled to relief on his whole get-up and not 
on the letters C. B. alone. It ap to me that Bayer v. Baird 
was rightly decided if it was decided on this principle—which I 
believe to be the true principle—viz., that by pe | a trade- 
mark with a disclaimer of the right to the exclusive use of a word a 
trader does not thereby sanction or license the use of that word 
together with such accompaniments as will lead to the goods of 
another being passed off as his goods, but he cannot, in a passing-off 
action, rely simply and solely on the word which he has disclaimed. In 
Bayer v. Baird the pursuer got no relief, and could not under the 
circumstances get any relief, on the ground of infringement of trade- 


mark, but as the defenders had adopted a get-up of their goods so 
closely resembling the get-up of the pursuer’s as to be calculated 
to deceive, the pursuer was not disentitled to relief because a prominent 


part of his get-up were the letters C. B. which he had disclaimed. 

the pursuer had been relying on C. B. alone, and not upon his get-up 
as a whole, then the case would have fallen within Rosenthal v. 
Reynolds, and the decision of the Scotch court would probably have 
been different. 

You will remember that I ssid just now that there were four 
cases bearing on the point which I am now discussing in the 
Enelish courts, and that I was putting one aside as it was a regis- 
tration case, and not an infringement case. Of the other three 
I have dealt with Rosenthal v. Reynolds and Packham v Sturgess. 
There is, however, one other case to be mentioned, which came 
before the Court of Appeal last year. It is the case of Hubbuck v. 
Brown (17 R. P. C. 638). In this case there was a disclaimer 
of a device by the plaintiffs, and not a disclaimer of a 
word, and the disclaimer was not made voluntarily at the 
date of the registration, but was forced upon the plaintiffs after- 
wards. In this case the judges considered whether the plaintiffs 
were entitled to relief on the question of passing off when the only 
thing that they relied upon was a copying of their i form of 
the Royal Arms which was the device which had been disclaimed. The 
judges said nothing about the effect of the disclaimer, nor did they 
decide against the plaintiffs on that point, but they held in effect that 
the plaintiffs had not made out as against the defendants a case of 

ing off their goods as the plaintiffs’ . Although I must 
confess tbat this case seems at first sight somewhat to militate against 
what I said, that a man who on registration has disclaimed a word 
caonot establish a case against another trader simply because 
he has used that word, yet I do not think that when the case comes 
to be minutely examined it will be held so to militate, and in spite of 
that case I hold that the principle I have just laid down is accurately 
laid down. I had hoped that this point would have been thoroughly 
thrashed out in a case in which I was this term for the 
defendants ; but I understand that the plaintiffs’ courage has failed 
‘them at the last moment and that they have “ caved in” and allowed 
their action to be dismissed with costs. 

The Bill of the London Chamber of Commerce, to which I have 
several times alluded, proposes to deal with this subject by inserting 
the following provision: ‘Any disclaimer under this Act or any 
enactment repealed by this Act shall be deemed to be a disclaimer 
for the purposes only of registration under this Act, and no such 
disclaimer shall in any way affect or prejudice the rights, if any, of 
the applicant at common law or otherwise to the matter disclaimed.” 
If this provision, of which I approve, passed into law, it woald, as 
you see, leave a trader who on registration has disclaimed his trade 
name, to sue in a passing-off action in respect of that trade name 
simply—i.c., irrespective of the question whether or not the defend- 
ant had used the trade name with such accompaniments as are 
calculated to deceive. 
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At the Norfolk Quarter Sessions, held on Wednesday 
Lindley, the clerk of the peace read a letter from 
which his lordship stated it was with the deepest 
known to his brother tes his resignation of the post 
had the honour of h for so many years as chairman 


di 
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sessions, but the infirmities of old age were creeping on him so fast that 
he had no option. ‘It oy for me,”” he added, “‘to give 
very best thanks for the ees with which they have invariably 


me, and to wish them a continuance of that success and 
under a younger and abler man, they are sure to en 
said he was sure everybody would be = hear of 
requested Mr. Foster to acknowledge 

inform Lord Oranworth that the matter would be taken 
at the Easter Sessions. 
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MR. FRANK ROWLEY PARKER. 


Our obituary column of the 21st of December contained the usual 
formal notice of the death of Mr. Frank RowLEY Parker. at the 
comparatively early age of fifty-nine years, but it would seem right to 
add a few words on the life of a man who has done mach good service 
for the profession, and who by his published work has made his 
mark among the text-book writers of the last twenty years. Born in 
1842, in Birmingham, he began his legal studies in 1859 as the 
articled clerk of his father, Mr. REGINALD AMPHLETT PARKER, who 
was then a partoer in the firm of Sharpe, Jackson, & Parker, of 
Bedford-row, London, serving part of his time with the late 
Mr. MaskKEtt WILLIAM PEACE, solicitor, and subsequently town 
clerk, of Wigan. He was one of the prize-winners at the 
final examination for admission to practice in November, 1864, 
and shortly after he was admitted he joined his father’s firm. 
From tbat time forward until his death he was engaged in the 
active practice of the law; for the greater part of the time 
ing and superintending the common law branch of a large 
ency connection. As one of the solicitors to the Association 
of Municipal Corporations he took a leading part in the conduct of 
the Monthly Circular, a periodical dealing with matters of interest to 
munici rations, and in particular his opinions on questions 
of public health and local government law were much prized by the 
members of the association. 

The connection of his firm with solicitors in all parts of the country 
led to his being very frequently consulted and engaged in election 
petitions, and the need for exact knowledge on the subject suggested 
bis first important work—The Powers and Duties of an Election 
Agent and Ustirelog Officer at a Parliamentary Election, published 
in 1884. It is very surprising to find a busy solicitor, engaged in the 
daily discharge of a e practice, who could find time for a work 
of this description, containing 600 octavo pages, end giving references 
to upwards of 1,000 decided cases and to fully 100 statutes. It has 
been described asa clear, methodical and chronological arrangement of 
election law, most able, complete, and lucid, and a safe guide through 
all its shoals, One critic has gone so far as to say that the book is 
voluminous, but not wearisome, and that the text of the volume can 
be read through with interest and satisfaction. This is high praise 
for pier book, which is usually consulted only, and is seldom 

e. 

His later works, The Election of County Councils, published in 
1888, immediately after the Local Government Act, 1888, The 
Election of District Councillors, published immediately after the 
Local Government Act, 1894, shew bis industry and activity, and his 
readiness to produce what was wanted as soon as the demand arose. 
These books were followed in quick succession by The Election of 
Parish Ccuncils, 1894; The Duties of County Councils, 1894; 
and The Parish Councillor, 1895; all treating of kindred subjects, 
and, with several small manuals, proving a remarkable record of one 
men’s labour extending over a period of little more than ten years. 
How the work was accomplished only those most closely connected 
with Mr. Parker can tell, and it is to be feared that it was done by 
giving up to labour vacations needful for relaxation and recreation, 
and that this is in part responsible for the fact that we no longer 
have him with us. 

After this recital it is hardly necessary to say that Mr. PARKER was 
a leading authority on election and local government law, and it is as 
such, no doubt, that he will be best remembered and most widely 
missed. To know the man, however, it was n to have seen 
him among his flowers in his garden at Harrow Weald. There, with 
his iog-knife in hand, as he showed you his roses, and told you 
of his methods of training fruit trees, you realized that he had 
mastered such subjects as he had done the law of local government ; 
that flowers were earlier loves of his than the law, and through the 
geoial character of the host you saw the spirit of thoroughness of the 
ms Na was indeed his chief characteristic and appeared in all his 
wor 

Mr. Parker had been elected a member of the Cvuncil of the 
Incorporated Law Society in the year before his death, and in that 

ition would no doubt have soon made his energy and ability felt 

the profession at large, and been able torender valuable service. 
He was to all appearance, and as far as he or his friends knew, in 
perfect health on the 10th of December last. On that dsy he was 
taken ill, and on the 15th of December he had to submit to an 
operation under which he succumbed. 

He leaves a widow and eight children to deplore a loss which will 
be shsred by all who knew him, and by the many members of his 
profession who are acquainted with him only through his writings. 





Mr. Justice Walton has accepted an invitation to be present at the 
annual meeting of the Liverpool Board of Legal Studies, on Wednesday 
next, the 8th inst., when he will deliver an address on ‘*The late Lord 
Ruseell of Killowen.”’ 
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REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Yearly County Court Practice, 1902, founded on Archbold’s 
County Court Practice and Pitt-Lewis’s Couaty Court Practice. By 
G. Prrr-Lewis, K.C., Recorder of Poole, Sir C. ARNOLD Wurrz, 
Barrister-at-Law, and ARCHIBALD READ, BA., Barrister-at-Lay, 
The Chapter on Costs and the Precedents of Costs by Mr. Morrzy 
TURNER, Reg 
Edition. Butterworth & Oo.; Shaw & Sons. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE LAND TRANSFER ACT, 1897. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—We enclose a copy of some correspondence between ourselveg 
and Mr, Gorst, the solicitor to the Oommissioners of Woods, &, 
Considerable areas in the parishes of St. James and St. George, 
Hanover-square, in the City of Westminster, are held by lease from 
the Crown. As to these areas a system of registration and eorol- 
ment prevails, and deeds registered and enrolled under this system 
are by 16 & 17 Vict. c. 56, s. 6, exempt from registry at the 
Middlesex Deeds Department, or other local registries. 

The exemption does not appear to extend to registration under the 
Land Transfer Acts. The result is that property held under the 
Crown is subject to the expense of a double registration. 

Jan. 1. MeEap & Sons, 


The following is the correspondence referred to : 

6, Arundell-street, Piccadilly-circus, London. 
16th December, 1901. 
No. ** & * Street. 

Dear Sir,—Herewith we send the engrossment in duplicate of this lease, 
executed by our client, and shall be glad to have an appointment to 
complete the matter in due course. 

e should be glad if you would inform us whether it is considered in 
your office that the statutory exemption from registry at the Middlesex 
Deeds Registry of a Crown lease operates to exempt the property from the 
compulsory clauses of the Land Transfer Act, 1897. 

1f it does not, it appears to us to be a matter upon which your depart- 
meat might make a representation to the Privy Council Office, seeing that 
the registration and enrolment applicable to deeds relating to Crown 
property are recognized as a convenient form of registration, and that 
provided by the Land Transfer Acts entails a quite unnecessary expense. 
The fe s payable at the Land Transfer Office in respect of this lease would 
amount to about £20.—Yours faithfully, Meap & Sons. 

T. W. Gorst, Esq., Solicitor’s Department, Office of Woods, &c., 

1, Whitehall-place, 8.W. 
Solicitor’s Department, Office of Woods, &c., 1, Whitehall-place, 
London, 8.W., 19th December, 1901. 
Meesrs. Mead & Sons, 6, Arundell-street, Piccadilly-circus, W. 
No. *e #4 Street. 

Dear Sirs,—The question as to registration, referred to in your letter of 
the 16th inst., has had the consideration of other Crown lessees, and it has 
generally been found convenient by them to register at the Land Regishy, 
as, I understand, it facilitates subsequent dealings with the leaseho 
interest.— Yours truly, T. W. Gorsr. 

6, Arundell-street, Piccadilly-circus, London, W. 
20th December, 1901. 
No. « « « « Street. 

Dear Sir,—We are obliged for your letter of 19th inst. 

Our experience has been very different from that stated by you. 

We find that the Land Registry is generally ed as a source of 
useless expense and embarrassment, so much so that purchasers and 
mortgagees wil], other things being equal, give the preference, in buying 
or d with property, to that outside the compulsory area. ‘The fact 
that property is within that area is coming to be regarded as a decided 
item of de tion. —Yours faithfully, Mzap & Sons. 

T. W. Gorst, Esq., Solicitor’s Department, Office of Woods, 

1, Whitehall-place, 8S. W. 








The death is announced of Mr. Thomas Dunbar Ingram, LLD., 
formerly Professor of J dence and of Hindu and Mahomedan Law in 
the Presidency College, tta. He had, says the Zimes, a succeséfal 
career in India, where he filled an important post in the Presidency College, 
Calcutta, and was an advocate of the High Oourt of Judicature of India. 
He was akeen student of Irish affairs, and expressed his Views on Irish subjects 
in a number of historical works. 


A co ndent of the Times says that when the late Lord Iddesleigh, 
as Mr. Stafford Northcote, left Oxford, he was appointed a magistrate for 
Devon. He attended at the Castle of Exeter to be sworn in, and was 
handed a book which had been of, what the late Mr. Dickens called, the 
** underdone pie crust’”’ colour. It was tied round with what had been, 
many years before, red tape. Mr. Northcote did not quite like the look of 
it, so he took out his knite and cut the tape, and, on opening the book, 
discovered that for about ay years the megistrates had been sworn om 





a ready-reckoner. I had this the then magistrate’s clerk. 
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CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


‘* THE WINKEFIELD.”’ No.1. 16th Dec. 


—Loss or Ounatret Bartep—Ricnt or Baise To Recovsr Futu 
Vatvz From Wroneporr— Barze Nor Lianie To Bartor. 


Appeal from the judgment of the President of the Probate, Divorce, and 
Admiralty Division (Sir Francis Jeune). The claim was by the Postmaster- 
General to recover the value of registered letvers and parcels, which were 
lost while being carried on the steamship Mexican from South Atrica to 

. While on the voyage Zhe Mexican came into collision with the 
seamship Winkficld, and was sunk, and her mails were lost The owners 
of The Winkfield admitted that their vessel was partly to blame for the 
collision, and obtained a decree limiting their liability on payment into 
court of £32,51417s. 10d. The Postmaster-General cleimed on the fund on 
behalf of himself and the Postmasters-Genersl of Cape Colony and Natal 
for the value of registered letters and parcels carried on board Zhe Mexican. 
This claim, so far as it represented claims made by the owners of the 
registered letters and parcele, was allowed by the registrar, but it was 
rejected so far as no such claim by the owners had been made. Sir 
Francis Jeune, following the decision in Claridge v. South Staffordshire 
Tramway Co. (1892, 1 Q. B, 422, 40 W. R. Dig. 11), held that the Post- 
master-General could not recover on the ground that he, as bailee, was 
not liable over to his bailors. The Postmaster-General appealed. 

Tux Court (Cottins, M.R,, and Stretinc and Maruew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the § 

ee, M.R., in delivering the judgment of the court, said that the 
case Was argued upon the assumption that the Postmaster-General was in 
actual occupation of the things bailed at the time of the loss. In his 
opinion the law was that in an action against a stranger for loss of goods 
caused by his negligence, the bailee in possession could recover the value 
of the goods, although he would have had a good answer to an action 
by the bailor for the loss of the goods bailed. It was well established 
that possession was good against a wrongdver and that the latter could 
not set up the jus ¢ertit unless he claimed under it. A long series of 
authorities established this in actions of trover and trespass at the suit of 
apossessor. It followed that he could equally recover the whole value of the 
goods in an action on the case for their loss through the tortious conduct 
of the defendant. Jn his opinion it involved this also, that the wrong- 
doer, who was not defending under the title of the bailor, was quite uncon- 
cerned with what the rights were between the bailor and bailee, aud must treat 
the posses:or as the owner of the goods for all purposes quite irrespective 
of the rights and obligations as between him and the bailor. He thought 
also that the obligation of the bailee to the bailor to account for what he 
had received in respect of the destruction or conversion of the thing 
bailed had been admitted so often in decided cases that it could not now be 
questioned, and further, that the right of the bailee to recover could not 
be rested on the ground suggested in some of the cases—namely, that he 
was liable over to the bailor for the loss of the goods converted or 
destroyed. It could not be denied that since the cate of Armory v 
Delamivie (1 |Stra. 504,) not to mention earlier cases from the Year Books 
onward, a mere finder might recover against a wrongdoer the full value of 
the thing converted. That decision involved the prirciple that as between 
possessor and wrongdoer the presumption of law was, in tbe words of Lord 
Campbell in Jeffries v. Great Western Railway Co. (5 E. & B. 802, at p. 806) 
“that the person who has possession has the property.’”? Therefore it was 
not open to the wrongdoer to inquire into the nature of the limitation of the 
posseesor’s right, the question of his relations to or liability towards 
the true owner could not come into the discussion at all, and therefore as 
between those two parties full damages had to be paid without any further 
inquiry. The right of the finder could not be made to depend upon the 
extent of his lability over to the true owner. Why should not this 
be equally the fact in the case of a bailee? It seemed to him that neither 
in the one case nor in the other ought it to be competent for the defendant 
to go into evidence as to the nature of the plaintiffs’ interest in the 
thing converted. His lordship referred to Burton v. Hughes (2 
Bing. 173), Rooth v. Wilson (1 B. & A. 59), Sutton v. Buck 
(2 Taunt. 302), Swire v. Leach (18 OC. B. N. 8. 379), Turner v. Hardcastle 
(ll 0. B, N. 8. 683); Holmes’ Lectures on the Common Law, pp. 167, 
10; and Pollock & Majitland’s History of English Law, vol. 2, p. 170; 
Sedgwick on Damages (7th ed.), vol. 1, p. 61, note (a); Story on nts 
(9th ed.), s. 352; Kent’s Commentaries (12th ed.), vol. 2, p. 568. note (e) ; 
and the American cases of Udiman v. Barnard (73 Mass. Rep. 554), Parish 
¥. Wheeler (22 N. Y. Rep. 494), White v. Webb (15 Conn. Rep. 302) as 
supporting the above view of the law. As the liability of the bailee to 
account to the bailor for the thing bailed was clear—see Heydon and Smith's 
case (18 Oo. Rep., at p. 69)— so he must account for that which had become 
its equivalent and now represented it. The wrongdoer, having once paid 
fall to the bailee, had an answer to any action by the bailor. 
In his m the decision in Claridge v. South Staffordshire Tramway Co. 

$02,1Q. B. 422; 40 W. R. Dig. 11) could not be supported, and must 

overruled. The Postmaster-General was therefore entitled to recover, 
oy the appeal must be allowed.—Counsen, Sir Robert Finlay, A.G., and 
B. B.D. Acland ; Pickford, K.O., and Lauriston Batten ; Serutton, K.O. ; 
- Head Soxicrrons, Sir Robert Hunter ; Ballantyne $ Sons; Botterell ¢ 
Roche ; Thomas Cooper § Co. 
[Reported by W. F. Baary, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re MARTEN. SHAW ». MARTEN. No. 2, 20th Dec. 
Powzr or Appornrment—Exercise By Wrtt—Resipvary Girr— 
Larse—Bienpine Funps. 


This Was an appeal from @ decision of Byrne, J. Under her marriage 





settlement, dated October, 1880, the testatrix had a general 
appointment over certain securi 
over a sum of £5,000. also comprised 

the settlement contained limitations over in default of appointment. 
By her will dated the lst of March, 1893, the testatrix appointed 
that the trustees of the settlement should stand f 
the £5,000 and such part of the said securities as together with 
the £5,000 would make up the sum of £9,000 in trust for certain 
appointees and directed the trustees to hold the residue of the said 
eecurities in trust as to £1,000 part thereof for W. P. Shaw, and as to the 
residue in trust for Henry Shaw. The testatrix then gave some legacies 
and empowered the trustees to appropriate the appoiated fund or any fund 
belonging to her at her decease towards payment of the said legacies, and 
continued ‘‘as to all the rest and-and residue of my real and personal 
estate I devise, bequeath, and appoint tne same subject to payment there- 
out of my debts’’ to the said Hi Shaw absolutely. Both W. P. 
Shaw and Henry Shaw died in the lifetime of the testatrix. The testatrix 
died in 1900, and the question arose whether the residue of the securities 
atter providing for £9,000 was validly appoiated under the will or went as 
in default of appointment. Byrne, J., held that the testatrix had not 
sufficiently blended the settlement funds with her own p' 80 as 10 
make them one for all p and that the residue went as in default of 
appoiatment. The next-of-kin — 

Tue Oovrr (Romer and Cozens- xy, L.JJ., Vaucuan Wigs, L.J., 
dissenting) allowed the appeal. 

Vauenan Wuuiuss, L J., was of opivion that the decision of Byrne, 
J., ought to be affirmed He could see no intention to appoint the lapsed 
share as residue, and did not think the residuary clause included settled 
property. The question in all these cases, as pointed out in Re Pindde's 
Settlement (12 Oh. D. 667), was one of intention, and the intention must be 
gathered from the will itself. In the present case the question was one as 
to the construction of the residuary clause. In his lordship’s opiaion 
there was no doubt that but for the word ‘‘ appoint”’’ there would not 
have been any difficulty, and he did not think tnat much weight ought to 
be given to the word “‘appoint.’’ There was nothing to shew that the 
testatrix had any intention to include the lapsed share in the residuary 
= On the contrary she did not appoint trustees of her own, whicn 

alone primd facie negatived any such intention. Taere was indication 
in the will of an intention to keep her own property distinct, but none of 
an intention to mass the pro es. 

Romer, L.J., thought the contention of the appellants wasright. The key 
to the question was to be found in the residuary gift. Was the residuary gitt 
aresiduary appointment? His lordship thougnt it was. Apt words were 
used to include everything ; and there could be no doubt about the point 
if the gift stood by iteelf. Was there anything in the prior part of the 
will to cut down the residuary gift? His lordship thought not. 
The object of a residuary gift was to include all property undisposed of, 
and there was nothing to prevent the ordinary meaning being given to 
this residuary gift. His lordship thought that the residue and appointed 
fund were blended. Tney were massed together, subject to the payment 
of debts and legacies, and were made one for all purposes. The case of 
Re Davies’ Trust (13 Eq. 163), if rightly decided, did not cover the present 
case. And in Re De Lusi's Trusts (3 L. KR. Ir. 232) there was no such 
oe of the funds as there was here. Tne appeal therefore would be 

owed. 

Cozens-Harpy, LJ., agreed that the residuary clause was a true 
residuary gift uf all undisposed of property, and that the funds were 
blended for all purposes. The decision of S , J., in Coren v. Rowland 
(1894, 1 Ch. 406) was directly in point.—Counsgt, Renshaw, K.U., aud 
Buckmaster ; Levett, K.O., and Chester ; A, Underhill; J. M. Stone. Souici- 
Tors, A, Toovey, for Bennett, Boycott, Orme, § Goodman, Liverpool ; J. § &. 
Gole, for Dizon § Syers, Buxton ; Ullithorne, Currie, ¢ Jennings, tor Neve, 
Cresswell, § Sparrow, Wolverhumpton. 

[Reported by 8. E, Wiii14ms, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of THOMAS GARY COWARDIN (DECEASED). 
Barnes, J. 19th Dec. 


ProsaTE—ADMINISTRATION Bonp—Sunerty. 


This was a motion in which Maximilian Aron asked the court to release 
him from a bond by which he had bound himself as co-surety in the 
administration of the estate of Thomas Gary Cowardin, who died on 
the 5th of April, 1891. It appeared that he had been asked by 
Mrs. Oowardin to become co-surety with a Mr. Keys, who was 
a friend of his, and to this he consented, but afterwards that 
Mr. Keys refused to be surety, and a Mr. 
without Mr. Arnon’s consent. Oounsel said it was admitted 
that the bond had been altered after 
alleged that he had consented to the bond altered 
was contended on his behalf that that 
could not be varied by parol. The court, no doubt, would not allow a 
surety to withdraw from a bond, but the case here was that Mr. Aron 
never had been a surety to the Lond because he entered into it 


administratrix counsel contended ; 
could not now be heard fo gag Pag) oe bem San Sverre because he 
acted under it and accepted the position of surety. 
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Barnes, J., in delivering judgment, said that the bond was executed on 
the 12th of June, 1901, and no doubt it had been contemplated that Mr. 
Keys should become a co-bondsman with Mr. Aron, but as the bond now 
stood Mr. Harper’s name had been substituted for Mr. Keys. The bond, 
however, had never been re-executed or brought back to Mr. Aron. The 
point now made was that the bond was void as far as Mr. Aron 
was concerned. It was said, howevér, that he had assented to the 
alteration. At first the court was disposed to think that the point 
was a technical one made on behalf of Mr. Aron, but having care- 
fully read the affidavits it did not appear such an unreasonable one 
as at first sight. It was contended on behalf of the administratrix 
that an arrangement had been made that Mr. Harper should act, but 
the conclusion to which the court had come was that the arrangement 
which was suggested to have taken place on the 20th of June was not 
really arrived at, and one of the principal reasons for coming to that con- 
clusion was the correspondence which had passed which was :nconsistent 
with such an arrangement having been made. The question therefore 
resolved itself into this, Did Mr. Aron remain liable on the bond by what 
had taken place since, or not? In Underhill v. Horwood (10 Ves., at p. 
226) the Lord Chancellor said: ‘‘ Where a man executes a bond, meaning 
that it should be the joint bond of himeelf and another, and not his several 
bond, it would not be his several bond. But the cases go further. In such 
a_case, however, unless there is something special, the man who had 
become ro severally bound has a right to have that bond delivered 
up, for his intention was not to become a mere several obligee, 
but to be a joint and several obligee, and the rights are different 
both in law and equity, for if he is only a several obligee he has no 
remedies over against anyone, but if he is a joint and several obligee, or 
only a joint obligee, there is right of contribution against the other sureties 
im equity, from the earliest times, and of exoneration from the principal.’’ 
Therefore it was clear how important it was to have a co-bondsman who 
was approved of in case it ultimately might become necessary to proceed 
against either. The court did not find that Mr. Aron had assented to the 
alteration. Mr. Deane had handed up the case of Hutis v. Levitt (5 Bing.), 
where a bond was altered when it was in an incomplete condition and was 
zeally an escrow, but the facts of the present case disposed of the supposed 

. For these reasons the court was of opinion that the application 
must succeed. The grant would therefore be recalled and the bond 
cancelled so far as Mr. Aron was concerned, and the administratrix must 
pay the costs of the application.—CounseL, Barnard; Bargrave Deane, K.O., 
and Attenborough. Soxicrrons, Lumley § Lumley ; Attenborough. 

[Reported by Gwrxxe Hatt, Barrister-at-Law. } 








LEGAL NEWS. 


INFORMATION WANTED. 

Benzsamis Cant.—A reward of £10 will be paid by the undersigned for 
information leading to the discovery of the Jast Will of Benjamin Cant, late 
of 23, Haverstock-hill, London, formerly of 1, Little Pulteney-street, 
Golden-square, cigar merchant.—Walter W. Bond, solicitor, 14, Golden- 
square, London, and Bank-chambers, Broadway, Ealing. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


DissoLvTions, 


Auzzer Writs Brecu and Tuomas Cox, solicitors (Byrch & Cex), 
Evesham. Dec. 14. The said Thomas Cox and Thomas Allard Cox will 
continue to carry on the business at Evesham aforeeaid, as heretofore, 
under the style or firm of Byrch, Cox, & Son. 


Gzozce Descas Geey and Argtuve Wim Pacz, solicitors (Bramble, 
Watts, Grey, & Page), Bristol. June29. The business is continued by 
the said Arther William Page in parinership with Vincent Thompson, 
under the style of Bramble, Watts, Page, & Thompson. 

Wiurezp Ivasnoz Tuomas and James Cianxz, solicitors (Finney, 
Thomas, & Co.), 33, Chancery-lane. Dec. 25. (Gazette, Dec. 24. 

Warez Erez and Wun Huser Evzz, solicitors (Rye & Eyre), 16, 
 ceargt ae London. Dec. 31. The said William Henry Eyre and 
Frank G Rye, and Arthur Lockyer Bye will carry on business in co- 
partnership as Eye & Eyre. [ Gazette, Dec. 31. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that the Lord Chancellor has decided that Dr. Rentoul 
cannot continue to hold his seat in Parliament after his appointment as 
one of the judges of the City of London Court. 


Sir Vrederick Lacy Robinson, who is retiring from his ition in 
Somerset House as Deputy-Chairmam of the Board of Inland enue, at 
the age of sixty-two, is, says the St. James's Gatte, a rare example of 
promotion from the ranks. He began his career as junior clerk, was 
given a seat on the board just 2 quarter of a century later. 


An aged professor, eays the Central Law Journal, after lecturing on the 
distinction between tree and case, asked one of the pupils: “ Mr. B., 
suppose I should be w in the public street, and you should throw 
a tome and put out one of my jes, what sort of an action would I bave?’’ 
“ An action on the case,” wae the ready anewer. ‘‘Whyso?” ‘* Because 
Plackstone lays tt down that an action on the case is the proper remedy of 
Coetructing encient lights.”’ 





It is stated that the Attorney-General will be the leading counsel for tjy 
prosecution in the trial of Dr. Krause at the Ventral Criminal Court, jy, 
case is expected to be tried about the middle of this month. 


The judges (Lawrance and Ridley, JJ.) have fixed the following op. 
mission days for the winter assizes on the North-Eastern Circuit. 
Newcastle—Monday, the 17th of February ; Durham—Monday, the 24 
of yoyo ; York—Monday, the 3rd of March ; Leeds—Saturday, thy 
8th of March. 


A correspondent of the Daily Mail says: ‘‘I have before me a copy of 
the Morning Star, dated the 6th of February, 1864, in which is a report of 
a trial Parker v. Dawkins, which is there described as being the origiml 
of the Jarndyce v. Jarndyce trial. It arose out of the will of J. J. 

a ‘rich West Indian planter, who died at Portland-place in 1823. Thy 
case struggled on till 1869, when the funds were exhausted t 
protracted litigation. A curious thing in connection with this case wy 
that one of the parties (G. O. Parker), who was supposed to har 
been killed in Paris in 1840, and whose property had been administers 
twenty years previously, turned up as a witness in the flesh in 1861. 


The following are the arrangements made for hearing probate an 
divorce cases during the coming Hilary sittings: Undefended matrimonis) 
causes will be taken on Monday, the 13th, Tuesday, the 14th, and Wedng. 
day, the 15th of January, and on every Monday during the sittings afte 
motions. Special jury cases will be taken on and after Thursday, th 
16th of January. Propate and defended matrimonial causes for hearing 
before the court itself will be taken after the special juries are finished, 
and may also be taken in Court II. after the 15th of January, wha 
Admiralty cases are not appointed to be heard. Oommon jury cases will 
be taken on and after Tuesday. the 18th of February next. Division) 


sear will sit on Tuesday, the 4th of February, and Tuesday, the 4tho 


The judges (Bruce and Bigham, JJ.) have fixed the following commission 
days for the winter assizes on the Midland Circuit—viz,: Aylesbury, 
Tuesday, January 28; Bedford, Friday, January 31; Northampto, 
Tuesday, February 4; Leicester, Saturday, February 8; Oakham, Friday, 
February 14; Lincoln, Monday, Febraary 17; Derby, Monday, February 
24; Nottingham, Saturday, March 1; Warwick, Wednesday, March 5; 
Birmingham, Tuesday, March 11. Mr. Justice Bruce will go on th 
circuit alone until Nottingham is reached, when, if the state of busines 
there requires the attendance of two judges, Mr. Justice Bigham will join 
him. At the conclusion of the business there Mr. Justice Bruce wil 
return to London, and Mr. Justice Bigham will proceed alone to Warwick, 
after which he will join Mr. Justice Jelf at Birmingham. 


At the Hampshire Quarter Sessions Mr. G. J. Shaw-Lefevre moved 4 
resolution urging magistrates to give effect as far as possible to th 
intention of the Legislature by the classification in sentences of persom 
committed to prison. He pointed out that magistrates in Hawpshin 
appeared to have been ignorant of the powers conferred upon them by th 
Prisons Act of 1898 of classifying the persons committed by them t 
prison, and said that, whilst in some counties as many as 30 per cent. d 
the persons who might be put in the second division had been put in thé 
class, in Hampshire the proportion was only 1 per cent. He had a strong 
conviction that classification ought to be carried out very much more tha 
it had been, because there were a large number of persons not belonging 
to the criminal class who went to prison for trivial offences because th 
could not pay fines, and great mischief had been done by treating tha 
with the severity that was applied to prisoners of a more serious ge? 
was still more to be regretted that they had been mixed up with p 
of the latter class, because they had come out of prison worsened al 
deteriorated instead of improved and deterred from committing othe 
crimes. The resolution was seconded by Mr. W. Barrow Simonds, al 
adopted unanimously. 

Mr. Charles Stewart (qy. Markby, Stewart, & Oo.), in a book entitled 
‘* Hand Immemor: Reminiscences of Legal and Social Life in Edinburgi 
and London, 1850-1900,”’ compares the Scottish and English systems d 
procedure, greatly to the advantage of the former. ‘“‘ He is,’”’ says 


. Times in & review of the work, “‘ satirical on the dilatory and costly form 


of redress in land for criminal outrages. He has had ‘p 
experience of the English muddle,’ and is astounded that the ‘ benightel 
arrangements ehould be tolerated by a long-suffering public.’ You mi 
ap to the Director of Prosecutions or the Treasury Solicitor, to® 

erred back to your own solicitor. In Scotland you have only to st 
your grievance and the Procurator Fiscal manages everything, 
culprits to justice atthe public expense. Asa minor matter, he indics# 
the obvious objections to the English plan of making the junior 
follow his leader. In Scotland the junior opens, being supposed # 
have mastered details, and the leader, with a broader purview 
deeper knowledge, follows to clench the arguments. Moreover, what # 
called ‘The Poor Roll’ in Scotland always, provides friendless ## 
penniless accused with competent legal tance. Aspiring a 
counsel and solicitors are only too eager to exert themsclves in 
which is a stepping-stone to advancement.” 








Waxnine To ritenpina Hoves Puncuasuns awp Lussuns.—Before p& 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements th 
T and Reported u by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-strect, Westminster. F# 
of full particulars, Ketablished 25 years. Telegram 
Telephone Wo, 316 Wevtminster.”"—[ Ant) 
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wing con JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. claims, ia William Arthur Lindsay, 4, Milk st 
Loorsp mx CHancrry. London Gasette,—Faipay, Dec. 27, 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec, 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Avaus, Francis CuipeGry, a. Glam, Outfitter 
Pontypridd Pet Dec 20 













moved 4 Asusy, om Wasa Pontypridd, Newsagent Ponty- 
le to th a. Pb Ang 9 die at 
NES, JAMES Goopsoy, 
f persons Leicester Pet Dec6 Ord Dec i8 : 
ag aap, 56 | fe Cardiff, Builder Oardiff Pet Dec 
em by 
Brz, antag Wellingborough, Commission ent 
pe Brap 4 Pete, Fratican Bradf: ee 
LEY, SLFRED, radfo! 
it in thet Dec 21. Ord Dec 21 
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or claims, 
solor for liquidator 
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Forster, 1: 13, Grainger st West, 


to | to all suffering from co 


in labelled tins, price 7 
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Bream, J H, Upper Norwood High Court Pet Nov 
Houmpnrey, Henry Francis, Kingston on Hull, Grocer 
Kingston oa Hull Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 
JErrery, JAMES LT 5 Ramsgate, Fruiterer Canterbury 
19 


Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 
Kwapr, Epwasp Mo.ixevx, don, Medical Practitioner 
Heref: 19 
Licensed Victualler 


lord Pet Dec 19 Ord 
Lewis, Acngs ey Cheltenham, 
Chelteoham 18 Ord Dec 18 
Miuuer, Wii.iam, a Carpet Designer Kidder- 
minster Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 
a Joux, Bradford Bradford Pet Dec 21 Ord 
21 
a Halifax, Grocer Halifax Pet Dec4 Ord 
c 
ag, So Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Dec 18 Ord 
18 
Oysrox, Joun Rute, Starbeck, Leeds, Labourer York 
Pet Dec19 Ord Dec 19 
Packer, Sipney Georcs, Staple Hill, Glos, Grocer Bristol 
Pet Dec 20 Ord vec 20 
Parry, Josern emane: and Franx Parry, Hulme, 
Manch ture Maoufacturers 


ester, Furni' ster 
Pet Des 19 Oxd Dec 19 
-~ "Tk Bolton, Greengrocer Bolton Pet Dee 21 


Ruzic & Dan tee ay ey rt Bet or Ficchley rd, Restaurant 
ae Se ae S Ord Dec 19 
—- > mneen, Se Gerten, nr ester, Clogger Man- 


Dec 19 ‘ond Dee a9 
mann, —s GeorGE, A Victualler 
Stoke upon Trent Pet Nov 29 Ord Dec 17 
Sroxrs, Janez, igsy, ee Farmer King’s Lynn 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Deo 20 


Quai Freperick, Bungay, Farmer Gt Yar- 

To age t Dec 12 Ord Dec 3 
LLEY, a, Plumber Birmingham 
Pet Ord Deo 1 

Turwer, on Hockley, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer 

ham Pet Noval Ord Dec 19 

Wess, Wituiam Cmox, Chester, Cycle Maker Chester 
Pet Dec 19 Ord Deo 1 

Witxison, Jonny, paaat, Warwick High Court 
Pet Nov 22 Dec 1 


Birsingham, Pork Butcher Bir 
Pet Deo 19 Ord Dec 19 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Avery, Onzrnuxrs Henry, Torpoint, Cornwall, Builder 

Janlatil 6, Athenwam ter, Plymouth 

Barner, Rev Avragp ALLEN, bys py Surrey Jan 3 at 
12 26, way app, Loodon 

Barrams & Hurcurnson, Broad Baling, Solicitors 
Jan6«t3 Room 63, Bankruptey , Carey st 

Beary, Faepenicxk Herve, Uy Aore, Licensed 
Victualler Jan 7at%.30 Gankruptoy blige, or st 

Bucxusy. James Ropent, Salford, Grocer Jan 7 at 12 
or Manchester 


Byrom 
_ , Market Gardener 
Leicester 


Woopwarp, Joun 
mingham Pet 


Cuaprisip, Henry ey, Leicester 
Deo 31 at 128 0. ‘on Reo, 1, Berridge st, 
Conese, yo lly, Ae ty Jan 4 at 11.90 


Ounareaany Wriian, yk ~) Jani atl Off Reo, 8, 


oy s Srokzs, Luu tep—Creditors are sound. oe before Jan 20. 
addresses. 


dl 17, Bank st, Sheffield 
LANCASHIRE Sirk anp Raga Mix, eye ot required, 


names and addresses, 
Feaogh, Fey Dashwood Howse, New Broad alae Geter te 


London Gazette.—Tusspay, Dec. 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luoarep 1x CHANCERY. 


20, te send their 

the particalars of debts or claims, to William Henry 
on or before Feb 1, 

their debts or claims, to 

solor to the 








For Txroat Irarration anp CoveH 
always prove effective. They soften and Sea 


ps’s Bay ne poe Jujw 

and are oats 

h, soreness, or dryn 
and 1s. 14d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 


pathic Chemists, London.—[{Apvr. ] 







Somes, Grores CLARK, pital. Surrey Jan 3 at 
30 way app, London 
Dux, > eee sen, Tuomas Duxy, jun, Jossea Duss, and 


Duwx, Caistron, or » Ni 
ae Dec 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 


cast'e on 
Exuert, Siuzox, Tho , Bradford Dec Slati2 Of 
Rec, 31, Manor 


Gove, =! 8t Irs, Hunt, Hunts, Cattle Dealer Jan 4 at 2.30 


Jatans WRENCE, Debt Collector 
cup J 1.30 Off Rec, oa ry” Bradford 
8 at u Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Grreninc, Wittiam Keppy, Ee 
Dec 31 at 11.30 74, Newborough, 
Harssworts, Epwarp James, Bruton st Jan 7 at 12 
Hazay, WittiAm Joux, Wick, Glam Jan Sat 10 117, 8 
are iscenaa, Dectagten, Baber Jan 8 at 3 Off Res, 
Bieanunr, Hunn’, Chiswick, Painter Jan 6 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy Carey 
Hesetrixg, Jonxn Epwanp, Gt Grimsby, Painter Jan 2 
at 10.48 of a 15, Osborae st, Gt Grimsby 
Hors, 2 oe, 


ale, Chesshire "Sa Jan3 at 330 Off Beso, 


inieees he 


GoopcHILD, Sand Dayre., Mare 
ufacturer Jan 


Jongs, Faeperic Mee akill, ones Dee 31 
atll Of 31, Manor row, 
Jemma, ox. |, = Jan 
Bankruptey bidge Carey st 


nee ic Pee Dee Si at 10.45 Of Bec, 
4, 











Burcornz, Anniz, @ Hants, Grocer Portsmouth 
oa Pot Deo 2) Ord Dee 20” ‘ 
belonae a ye aeons} i. Staffs,Grocer Wolverhampton 
ause the] cage, 1, Seackncll, Berks, Butcher Brighton Pet Dec 5 
‘oo * Coorma, Farpenicx, Ma Manchester, Grocer Manchester Pet 
prisonen Cuxxnenam, teat Davison, Lothair Harringay, 
ened aad are Agent Birkenhead re Sept 9 Ora 
= Dovart, 4 Jans spHlorwich, Lancs, Builder Bolton Pet 
: Deva! Aenry Cuarves, South ameteh, Builder South- 
amptun Pet Dec2l Ord Dec 2 
< entitled ¥, THomAs, sen, Tomas Du “4 jun, Josern Dunn, 
dinburgt and Jamzs Duny. Caistron, nr Rothbury, Northumber- 
7 nag Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 17 Ord 
anes Baaprr, Grunon, Thorabury, Bradford Bradford Pet 
uy Fiaga, Antaun Hewry, Ab’ Wood, 
! ’ Kent, Turner 
practical Greenwich "Pet Dee Si “Ord Dec's ™ 
— fmm oe Peckham, Draper Bish ‘Court Pet Nov 23 
; Forp, Samver, Sandbach, orn Cabinet Mak 
a ae Fo ttlestield’ Pet Deo 20° Ord Deo 20 ‘ a 
) — aa ALrrep, Hove Brighton Pet Dec 26 Ord 
indies rise mart Pet "Deo at Ost 
: r o 0 
posed w heme Tuomas Purr, New; Chemist Newport, 
ae Galea, Bet pee Ord’Deo 1s” oniel 4 
» Witttam CLaR Sens t Hi 
. Court Pet Deo 5 Ord Deo 20 pels seprontasina 
88 Goovoutty, Davin Danten, aS st, Hackney » Saaming 
4 “ ufacturer High Court Pet Deo 19 Ord Dee 19 
in Dwi, Faepxaick, Lutterworth, Leicester, Market 
Boo ee Leicester Pet Deo 8t' Ord Deo 21 
DWIN, Faepeniox WiLLiaM, r~ Green, Staffs, Beer 
Gevptanp 7 ted yt , - Lae hk 
i, Camden Town, 
rt Pet Deo2 Ord Deo 20 i “ 
ore par snnor qua ly Ly Common Wands 
rough] Hage, Wituiam Joun, Wick Cardiff? Pet Dec18 (na 
or. Fe Biman, Isaac Leow, Chestham, Manchester Manchester 
legrasnh Neue, Charen: ke 
a oors, L , General 
Apvr.) = Pubett One’ ee 








Coox. miuAmM, and Frepwawx we Hace, 
Mineral ater ufaotarer 
Be ry) Gar Ree be, Prinoee st, i 


Kaw x, Rirmiogham, Restauract Pro- 
i “=. senaehit "Y + 
Ex Bear? sracoufcla, Scliciine, 1% Oxford 
= eet pees Janéat2 Of 
“Oat Be on oy hye Dee Si at 
“is, 
Liwew Feet malian, Best 
go RS Jan ns oe Staal didgs, 
Mc@ronrer, 7 jua, Canning nw hey Core 
Dealer Jan 8 at 12 oa 
a Wrision Yous, Meru Sil Barer Shop Fitter 
an? 
Mrnn Tura, Fray vn, Aldermanbery, Hosiery 
Wortheunemam rey 6 a lh =Bankruptey Didgs, 


at yr ew Aa, Birmingham, Sade Jan 2 at 12 
Muvtos, Joms Lakestin, Gevexgrecet Jan lat 3 Of 


sevennt denen Deo Si at 11.90 Oif Reo, 14 


et, Preston 
N Ba Deo 31 at 2 OFF Reo, 
AYLOR, a) Se 
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Anravs Cu LAUDE “‘Bowasp, 


emist ‘Jan2 atll 174, psoen py 


Birmiogham 
Oyston, Jony oo. Starbeck, " sapeaacae Jan 6 at 
12.16 Off Rec. 28, Stonegate 
Patmer, Tuomas, Kinver, Staffs, *oallier Jan2at1i2 Off 
Rec, Wolverham: Du 
eer Grorce Wittiam, bury, Warwick Dec 81 at 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
pat. &.., eG ~~ Swinton, Lancs, Iron Worker 
Jan 3 at3 Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Perks, Joszrn, West pS maar gy Staffs, Painter Jan 1 at 
12 174, Corporation 
Pautp, Witiiam Tuomas, Bootle, Foreman Joiner Jan 6 at 
12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, s ibeenpest 
Picort, Sxirwits Locxwoop Prmspsrtox, Liandudno, 
Accountant Dec 31 at 2 Station Hotel, Lian- 
dudco Junction 
Puen, Ricnarp Cxastes, Cranbury pl, Southampton, 
Hairdresser Jan 8 at 3 Off Rec, 172, Bigh st, 


Southampton 
Pormay, Witt1am, West Drayton, Coal Merchant Jan 6 at 
3 95, Temple "chmbrs brs, Temple av 
— JAMES Bowvxd, ¥ Witton, Greengrocer Jan lat 
1 174, 
Swany, Heyny, Syston, Scotter Painter Jan 1 at 12.30 
Off Ree, 1 Leicester 


Txompson, ae Ulayton le Moors, Blacksmith Dec 31 
at li Late Ch: at, Preston 

Saami a e Bridge, Lancs. Coal Merchant 
Jan 8 On Bee 19, Exchange st. Bolton 

Trenrs, owas CuaRizs, Leicester, Builder Dec 31 

Ww oa + Lo oa Gusengecear J 

ALKER, an 
2 at 12.80 Off Ree, 1, Bensiige ot Lelecoes 

Waker, Tuomas Epwarp, Barnard Castile, Durham, 
Hairdresser eat ities Off Rec, 8, ‘Albert rd, 


Middlesbrou 
Wu, Hauer. Blackpool Dec 31 at 10.30 Off Rec, 14, 


Chapel st, Preston 
Wisuix, W D, Balham, Butcher Jan 3 at 11.30 24, 
Railway app, ” London Bridge 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apams, Francis Pons eer Tonypandy, Glam, Outfitter 


Suwyee-Bf aces: 
Bromwich, Ch 


A w term, | ony pid, wag P 
sHBY, AkTAUB WILLIAM, Ponty e ent Ponty- 
id Pet Dec19 Ord Dec a 


Be.iz, Rovert, Wellingborough, Commission Agent 
N Pet Wec 2l Ord "Dee 21 21 
Berry, Freperick Hersert, r Fey Licensed Vic- 
tualler High Uourt Pet Dec Ord Dec 20 
Brapizy, Agtaur Hanorp, Bouthpor, Coal Merchant 
chester 4 Ord 


Bu J oo Salford, _ = Wine Deal 
CKLEY, James Roser, ine aler 
2 oo Dec17 Ord Dec = a ‘ . 
CRGOYNE, Anwiz, Gosport, Han’ rocer Portemout 
Pet Dec 20 Ord D+c20 
and Freperick Witiiam Haze, 
Mimerat Water Manufacturers 
Colchester Pet Nov 30 Ord Die 19 
Coorzr, Freperricx, Grocer Manchester 
D = 20 Ord Dec s P » 
ANKS, JAMES, ——_ arrey, Pri: ter igh Court 
Pet Nov8 Ord Dec = 
Davies, AsgrtTHUR, ceetien, Someraet, Licensed 
Vuctusiles’s Manager Bristol Pet Oct 10 Ord Dec 19 
Face, —— Hewny, Abdbey = mt, Turner 
Greenwich Pet Dec2l Ord Dec 2 
oe. “Gandbech, mn Cabin-t Maker 
Id Pet Deco20 Ord D-c 2 
Foster, Jcu» Atreep, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet 
Dec 20 Dee 20 
ALEXANDER, 
Photo 


Forp, 


Gagragp, Herverr Clapton, Hackney, 
Manufacturer of Bigh Court Pet 
Dee 21 Ord Dec 21 

Gazgett, Tuomas Partie, Newport, Chemist Newport, 
Mon Pet ec 19 Urd Dec 20 

Wedanesbury, Baker Walsall 


Gises, Becisatp Av ~~ 
Pet Nov 22 ct 

G@iepuiit, Janes Law ia Kirkgate, Bradford, Debt 
Coliector Bradford Pet Wec 16 Ord Dec = 

Goopwix, Freprzicx, Lutterw: Market 

Leicester Pet Dec 21 Ord Dec 21 

Gauszx. Epwazp Jon», Bhayader, Radnor, Innkeeper 
Newtown Pet Nov 21 _— 

Hazey, Wii1iam Joux, Wick, Glam Cardiff Pet Dec 18 


Ora 18 
Hicxsorr, Heyy, Putney, Tailor Wandsworth Pet Dec 
11 Crd Dec 19 


Hizss, Isaac Lzox, Cheetham, Manchester Manchester 
Pet Nev 26 Ord Dec 21 

Horz, Jauzs, Clayton le seen Sense inges Blackburn 
Pet Dee 21 Ord Dec 21 


Heyry Feascis, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
‘ Hull. Pei Dee 20 Ora Des 20.” 
ERICK Jons, Fruiterer Birming- 
> ——= ~~" 
DERICK nTHUE, Pamp 
at lew Bridgwater Pet Nov % 


Hrvz, 


Bowazp Moumzvx, Croydon, Med 
Heseford Pet eci9 Ord Dec 19 

cate, Pome 1 Acxrs erm Cheltenham, Licensed Victualler 
a 3 Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 
—e | - Herne Hill, Surrey, Office Fitter 
Manas Wi Cut Dee ls (Ord Dec 19 
oa Kidderminster, Carpet Designer | 
, Pe Dec® Ord Dec 2 
prmeer 1s, Joux, Bradford Bradford Pet 
pinse, Some, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Dec 16 


Newsiow, Eow sev Joszrn, Beweastle on Tyne Tailor ' 
Neweastie on Tyne Pet Deci4 Ord Dec 16 

Oretox, Joux kuin, Sterbeck, Leeds, fou York 
Pea Leci# O14 Dec 











| 


| 
ona | 





) Paonun, fc Sipwry Grorce, ae Hill, Glos, Grocer Bristol | Farsar, woe Leeds, Worsiag Brewer Lees ih 
Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 20 Dee’21 NM 


ed Dec 21 
Foster, Davin, upon Hull PR eer Kingstg 
rat Dav, Kington Mord Dec 8 
Convent! Farum, Seen Tioensed ¥ Victualler Swangy 


Pet 
Hivssry ke Co, _o Cycle Merchants Norwich Py 
Deci2 Ord Dec 


Mureay, Roserr a 
Farmer Carlisle Pet a Ord Dec 28 
Pepiiveuam, Witu1am, Roath, 
et Dec Ord Dec 23 


P 23 

Tuomson. Matcomm Epwakzp, Mesthongton, 
Northampton Pet Dec23 Ord Dec 28 Surge 

Uatow, Wittiam J, Bow, Draper High Court Pet Des 
Ord Dec 28 


Witiam, Wombwell. Buildg 
Pet Dec 23 Ord D 

Watton, Witiriam, North Shields, iaie Newcastle Pe 
Decll Ord Dec 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asuspy, Agtavr Wittiam, Pontypridd, Newsagent J, 
High st, Merthyr Tydfil” fo a 


at 3 135, yr 
Brockxeissy, WILLIAM, ad Lincs, Hosier Jan 8 at 
West at, Boston 


1246 Off Rec 4and 6, 

BurGcorns, ANNIE, Gosport, Hants, Grocer Jan 3at 2 
Off Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Cuask, CoHagLes Henry Lu’on, Straw Hat } Mauntadnms 
—< 9at 8 Chamber of Commerce, 53, George st, 

uton 

Corz, Jonx Witi1am, jun, Hundleby, Lincs, Nurseryman 
Jan 3 at 1215 Off’ Rec, gh Ba West st, Boston 

Exson, Jamzs, — Farniture Dealer Jan 
at 12.30 Rec. 8, ibe rd, Middlesbrough 

Fanear, WILiiAM, Leeds, Working Brewer Jan 3 at ll 
Off Rec, 23, Park row, "Leeds 

Peckham, Drspar Jan 9 at 11 Bankrnpte 

y st 


...4 Barnsley, 


Warp, 


Parry, — Bernarp, and Faayxk Parry, Hulme, 
ufacturers Manchester 
Parsonace, Szptiuus Longland aay rd, Company 
Promoter High Court Pet Ord Dec 20 
Ord Dec 21 
PreEt, ee Wood Green, ee Builder Edé- 
Post, AtrrEpD McLaren, tt, High Court Pet 
Novy1 Ord Dec 1 
Ord Dec 
Surry, * awl Saree. a ur Manchester, Boot Repsirer 
hester Ord Dec 19 
Srexes, JaBEz, an Norfolk, Farmer Kiog’s Lynn 
Pet Dec 20 
16 
Twist, Wri.1AM, Radcliffe Bridge, Lancs, Coal Merchant 
Bolton Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 19 


Pet Dec 0 Ord Dec 21 
Peace, — Bolton, Gia ‘Bolton Pet Dec 21 
moni ‘et Nov 26 Ord D 
Sistey rere, Hammersmith, High Court Pet Oct 2 
Manc it Des 19 
as jomy, Ort Des 30 Plumber Birmingham Pet 
, Cycle Maker Chester 


Wess, Witiiam Cuick, © 
Deci9 Ord Dec 19 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Dec. 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Barves, Joun oor Bradford, Butcher Bradford Pet 
Dec 28 Ord Dec 

CuapmMaN, ALFRED, , Licensed Victualler 
Northampton Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 28 

Cooxe, WitiraAmM, Newfoundoool, Leicester, Shopkeeper 
Leicester Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 

Davizs, a! Liverpool, Piano Dealer Liverpool Pet 
Dec 11 Ord Dec 28 

Evans, Ev an, aod Joun Rosest Gairritas, Llandadoo 
Junction, Builders Bangor Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 


EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFH ASSURANOB SOOIBTY. 
ESTABLISHED 1844. 


Funds exceed £3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
alterations, to 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’ Ss) INN FIELDS, LONDON. © 


Femina, 
bldgs, 














Reduced 
Illustration of Safety Pen. 


FOUNTAIN 
PEN 


ARE POPULAR 
ALL OVER THE WORLD. 


THE “EASY” PEN. 
A most useful Pen, suitable for all work. 


From @/# to 76/G@ cach. 


THE “DAINTY” PEN. 


An Ideal Pen for Ladies. No larger than a lead pencil. 
G/= and @/# each. 


THE “DASHAWAY” PEN. 
Beautifully made and finished. It has a double feed, 
which never fails. From 40/6 to 24@/# each. 


THE NEW PATENT “SAFETY” PEN. 
The best production of its kind. It is different to all others 
Absolutely air and ink tight. From | 12/6 to 26/- each. 


Illustrated Catalogue, giving full particulars, to be had of all Stationers, or the Sole Wholesale Agents; 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, Great New Street, E.C. 
—_ 
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ton T = . Bec of Com- | Davies, Jous, Bhondda, Gi Beer Dealer Jan7 at 12 
GoRpoN, Bosuet. oe ey Btock on Tees, Commercial _ Jones, GrorcE igh Gout’ Pet Oo 18, Ded Dee =—"4 ' . ~ Tyaat 


Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


rd Dec 24 
facturer, Jan 8 at 11 Off Reo, 28, King Edward st, | po54, Ronen Joux, Fleet st, Publisher High Cout Pet 
woot J ¢ 11 Bankru Dee 8 Ord Dec 
SToKVIS cs" Brixton Jan 7 at 1 okruptey | oy events, GE0! e Aunene, Teddington, Builder Kingst2n, Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Qa 


tovgsnt, Gu age, Care Reese 28, 9 " | Duppriver, Wesson, Newt 1 Somerset, Market 


1” Bankruptey bidgs, Care Gardener ater Pet Dec % Ord Dec 9 
Youne, ALFRED ber ae. Hertford, Nusery- Eisen, So Forest Gate, Essex, Corn Merchant | ery Me oe o ao, Doe Jan 7 at 11.30 
Jan 9 at 2.30 am! of Commerce, 53, Georg «€ High Court Pet Veo27 Ord Dec 27 Wano } ately ~4 weastl a Ballder pie 
ADJUDICATIONS Kwyicut, Grorce Raprorp, Peganwy, Carnarvon, Paiater at 10.30 Off Ree, ae st, 3 
as Bangor Pet Dec 10 Ord Dee 2 Wess, Wit1i4m Cuick, Chester, om Maker Jan7 at 


Bayes, om, Jour Oe Bradford, Butcher Bradford Pe os Epwix Joux, Bares Hamlet, Essex, Baker 1030 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row 





usu ae oe Working Brewer Leds Pet ae | _—— Harry, fouthend on Sea, Grocer Jan9 
Posrns, Dav Davin, Kingston on me, Engineer Kingston on — Henry HALKeETT, Surgeon Jan 8 at Bridgwater Pet Dec 24 Ord oa 
GairFitHs, ) tey Pye. Ticensed Victualler Swansea | Crirer, Joux Votyey, x. poo en 7, Agent 
Bora, Jon, Morecambe, Drape Preston Pet Nov 21 |~"wae JAmEs. ‘Burnley, ey Hee Boer Want are Jan Ship Brokers ‘High Mavaice Barctay, Gt Tower st, 








Jon at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, 
tiaM Hewry, Swansea. Mason Jan 8 at 12 





Low, Mavcot Leadental 1 et, Merchant High Court Pet | Dovarct., Jans, Horwich, Builder Jan i0at8 Off Rec, 
ge st, Bolton 
M J Forest Gate Court | Dove, @ewry CHARLES, Southampton, Builder Jan 8 at 3 . 
ey ppl a , Essex, Draper High oe a Jy 
















Francis, Kingston u: Hull, Grocer 
se Hissar Off Rec, Trinity house in, Hall - . ‘ Monasx. go > meee ae Joun Aran, Hove Jan 8 at 2.30 Off Ree, 4, 
EFFERY x Fruiterer Jan 4 at 11 ‘armer Carlis! vilion bidgs, 
a ram, Jen Castle oh a . Canterbury Sanperson. Freperick Wi.14M, Bethnal Green. Flock | Goopwix, — Lattarworth, Leicester, Market 
‘WALTER Saver, 3 Bens Baras, ae, w eee oS Pet Dec18 Ord Dec i | pene wd Jan 7 at 8 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, 
. n seater - 
st, Coventry ae estes + Garnsley Pet’ Dec 23 Ord Deo 28 ci Hors, Jonx, Morecambe, Draper Jan7 at 10.30 Off Rec, 
PraseaooD, WILLIAM, Crouch End JanSat12 Bankruptcy | Wixarovs, Ricnarp Paut, St Helen’s Bl, Financial Agent 14, Pres ‘on 
Carey st High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord Dec Hompuarys, Joux Goopaan Beaums > Omnibus 
Baro, N, Laurence Poumtney In Jan 10 at 11 Bank- Proprietor Jan 8 at 12.30 ~ ae 
yuptey bldgs, C London Gasette.—Tonavax, Dee. Si Lewis, Freperick, Youkesee "Jan 1 10 at 8 
Boson Haroup . fl Norm:nton, Derby, Butcher . ° . , le-o! 
at 8 Off Rec, 47. Full st, Der RECEIVING ORDERS Mrrrox Faspanios, Cine tance, "auctioneer Jan 10at 11 
a Henry, Jewin st, Crippl-gatt, Manufac- 
sore are Jan 9 at 11 _Exakruptey 8 Cl lags, Carey st | B ycwar Hanoi Wrz1ax. Halitex, Architect's Assistant | “°%g0v"™, ovme, Jom, | bradford Jan Tat 11.39 Off Reo, 3\, 
ary 7 oF bay t, oe sna Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 93 Peace, JO Josera, Bolton, Greengrocer Jan 15at2.30 Off 
30 ‘om s' c Res, 
ae Hasny Wave, Macclesfield. Brush Manu- Bravwoxr, Cuaatts, Oldham, Joiner Oldhsm Pet Dec 24 





ar — ren Wiuscany Oewsidew a, Grinder Jan 8 at 12 
se, Blackburn 
cue Gaapins md —— ae Odeon, Jan 14 atl 






Surrey Pet Tnonan, Der Davip, Neath, Grocer — ey at 12 Off Ree, 31, 
Alexandra Swansea 














¢ 23 Pet Dec 23 28 
seinen, Ronuns, Bilson, Stats, Grocer Wolverhampto | W 1%, M, & Co, Old Kent rd, Tailors High Court Pet Wusams, Sone, Collier Jan 8 at 2 136, 
Pet Dec 21 
Cuarmas, ALFRED, yoo i Victualler ADJUDICATIONS. 
A, ston, Bra HSN Haw Manufactu picasa Bacwati, Haro W: Halifax, Architect’s Assistant 
w Haw u rer Ai . p Wituiam, - 
ous Deen Pet Deo it Ord Dec 2 a ait ine. Sos rye ows phage A gg es Goal Merchant Jan . Halifax a Ord Dee 23 Coveadeh High 
, Newfound ater opkeeper 7 bury ALLANTINE, WALTER, ones st, Cav 
corn at Dee 28 Ord Dec a, : . Barnxs, Jaates Googsox,L ee. Gardener Jan Court Pet June 15 rye 
sen, THOMAS } i jun, Joszrn Duxx, 7at12.30 Off Rec, 1, st, Leicester Bartuert, T C, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Dec 6 Ord 
onN, Caistron, nr Rothbury, Northumber- | Barnes, Joun Henry, Bradford tcher Jan 7atl2 Off Dec 20 ‘ 
fumes Newcastle Pet Dec 17. Ord Dec 23 Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford Beaumont, Caanies, Oldham, Joiner Oldham Pet Dec 
Evays, Evax, and Joun Rosert a Liandudne Brapury, ALFRED, Ecc'eshill, Bradford Jan7at1ll Of 2 Ord Dec 24 





. Builders Bangor Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 28 Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradford Busa, Rongrt Jous, Fleet st, Pablisher High Court Pet 
Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 





Temple chmbra, Temple av Duvpriper, Witu1AM. North Petherton, Somerset, Farmer 






Dec23 Ord Dec 30 24, Railway app, London Bridge Ce Sr ee ee > rallor High Court 
8 





JanSati2 24, Rail Hawrsory, wacren, 1 es Hawrnory, E.wm Haw- 








3 Ord 








Court Pet Nov 14 Ord Dee 27 





10 at 10.80 Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, Preston 











Libraries and smaller Collections carefully Catalogued and promptly offered for Sale. Packing and 


VALUATIONS MADE FOR PROBATE OR OTHER PURPOSES. 





HODGSON & CO. 


| 
AUCTIONEERS OF RARE AND VALUABLE BOOKS AND 
LITERARY PROPERTY OF EVERY DESCRIPTION. 






Removal arranged for. 
Monthly Sales of Law Books. 






AUCTION ROOMS, 115, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1809. 














BAYLISS. JONES & BAYLISS: SSC SSaRmaae CS 


~ WROUGHT IRON, PATENT 
HORDLES AND GATES CONTINUOUS FENCING. 


GALVANIZED COMBINED _ TREE Owetindar ana wae av Bal 


MESH NETTING. 





IRON 


















WIRE FENCING: i RAILING (No. 2740). 
a) 


KENNEL RAILING. 
YANG) 


































































ls we believe, the cheapest in the market. 








WRITE FOR PRICES. 
— <— 




















VICTORIA WORKG. WOLVERHAMPTON. 


CANNON S 
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Pepiinouam. Wiii1am, Roath, Gleam, Fruiterer Oardiff 
Pet Dec 28 ‘Dec 28 

Bzuxzp, N E, Laurence * rmaaeed In High Court Pet 
March 8 Ord Dec 27 

Coa, C Cuartes Leacu, Oldham, Builder Oldham 

23 

Simunpt, Victor Fouunp, Guildhall a Basinghall st 

High Court Pet Pept 25 Ord Dec 


Srzepmayx, Epwin Joun. Bures Ham et Eesex, Baker 
Colchester Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 


YENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 
No. 2 PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
(Removep rrom 56 WHITEHALL.) 
stablished 1836, and further empowered by Special Act of 
Parliament, 14 & 15 Vict. ¢. 130. 

Share and Debenture Capital . +» £619,870. 
Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans o 
Reversions made either at annual interest or bang deferred 

charges. Policies Purchased. 








All letters intended for publication in the 
* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Sotrorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 








RS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 
(Editors of the ‘‘ Law Students’ Journal,”’ &c., &c.), 
22, lane, London, W.C., continue to read with 
Students in Class and Privately and through the Post 
for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations 
“ for the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter. 
oTs.—Pupils have the use of a set of rooms and the 

brary at at 22, Chancery-lane, for study during the day. 
lovember Honours, 1900.—The 1st (Clements’-inn) and 
Reardon Prizeman and Winner of the Travers- 

Smith Scholarship was a four months’ pupil. 


SLATERS, 
DETECTIVES. 


Telephone, 302 Bank. 


HENRY SLATER, Manager, 
1, Basinghall-street, H.C. 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
For Vacancies in Town and Country, or for Introduc- 
tions to Gentlemen requiring a apply to 
3. HARCOURT SMITH, 
Partmership Agent and Law Oosts Draftsman. 

7, GRAY’S INN PLACE, W.C. 

Lats or 68, Coancrry Lanz. 
¥.B.—MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 











ADAME AUBERT’S AGENCY (Estab- 
lished 1880), 141, Regent-street, W.—British and 
Foreign Governesses, Finishing or Junior ; Lady Professors 
for Lan es, Art, Music, &c., reoslving and visitin; 
ns; Companions introduc British an 
Foreign Schools recommended. 





ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E. 
M.8.A., Patent Agent Cte of H.M. "Patent Offices 
=, Ga, London, W.C. Letters Patent ob- 
and tion effected in all parts of the 
World. ions conducted. Opinions and Searches 





EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 


Reversions and Life Interests in avy or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on — Be An be Capi 
LAYTON, 
© H. CLAYTON. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(EsTtasLisHEeDd 18328), 
Purchase Reversio: Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
80, COLEMAN STREET E.C. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 
ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
CHAIRMAN: 


Sir HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C. 


10, 


talized, 
} Joint 











Barr., 





Prompt and Liberal Advances to ‘Puvshese, Build, or 

Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or Geevbelt Property. 
Interest for Loans Reduced to 43 per Cent. 
Preference-Shares £10 each ; Interest ad Cent. 
Deposits — at 3, 33, and 4 per Cen: 


Prospectus free 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. — 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station.—PORTRAIT MODEL of SIR 
ALFRED it High Commissioner of South Africa 
RESIDENT LORD SALISBURY; the 
Right = os HAMBERLAIN ; CAPTAIN 


Mr. J. 70 DARLING, hanna Pairs 
Cricketers. 


GRAND HISTORICAL TABLEAUX, REPRESENTING 
IMPORTANT EVENTS in ENGLISH HISTORY. 
VISCOUNT HINTON = ORIGINAL PIANO 


ORG. 
Music, Comers ap ero Organ Recitals. 
Admission, 1s.: ohikeen aintal Extra Rooms, 64, 


FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LimiTeD, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PartiamenTary Bitis, Minutes or Evipencs, Booxs or 
REFERENCE, STATEMENTS OF CLaIm, ANsweERs, &c., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 
And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C. 














= 
SHORTHAND AND ND TYPEWRITING, 


TREADWELL & WRIGHT, 


L. of 8.W., N.U.T., 
33 CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WRITER 
AND TYPISTS. 
EstTaBLisHED 1845. 
The Shorthand Writers appointed by the Court in 
and Private Examinations under the Pulile 
Companies Acts. 
Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed 
All kinds of Legal, Li snd General Type Copy 
Competent Clerks for mergencies and 
Rooms and Clerks for service of Clients on ape premises, 
__ Countey orders returned same day if required, 


PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS, 


W. P, THOMPSON & CO,, 
822, High Holborn, W.C. 

(and at Lrverroot, Manonzsrer, and Breuinenay), 

LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro 


vincia and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 


Representatives in all Capitals, 


LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) andj 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET. 

ENRY GREEN, Advertisement A 
to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 

to the i of his long experience of hain 

fifty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma notices, 

&c., and solicits their Po eee 

Forms, Gratis, for a a otices to Creditors and Dis 

a of with necessary Declaration, 

ps for advertisements and file of “London 
appointmen 


Gasette”’ v ker. = 
£60 GUINEA 


SC ool SHIP “CONWAY 


VERPOO 
FOR anne 
YOUNG GENTLEMEN 
tosecome OFFICERS 
IN MERCHANT STEAMERS. 
P==FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
<= JHECAPT., AT.MILLER.R.N, 





Goprk 


TH 





beocher 








S. FISHER, 188. Strand. 











2 


-PROBAT | ROBATE VALUATI (IONS } 





i Members of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
are respectfully requested to kindly Recom- 


. mend our Firm to Executors and 
requiring Valuations. 


others 


abe & SONG 


1 & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, E.C., and 17 =" 18, egy oie 


LONDON, W. 


ESTABLISHED 1772. 





